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I, THE PROBLEX

The program of research herein reported, conducted under the sponsorshlip ef
the Office ~f Naval Research since September, 1951, has as its primary ebjective
the identification and meacurement of these human variables which have an impact
upon effective group functioning, Up to the present time, our {ield work has been
carried on in three different settings, The major setting has been a local naval
research and development laboratcry, Work has also been carried on at the Western
Training Laboratory in Group Development at Idyllwild, California, and at a local
aircraft plant,

A current examination of our program shows it to be cencerned with four major
problems, These are: (1) the definition of organizational objectives and the
evaluation of the atiainment of these objectives; (2) the isolat.on, identification,
and measurement of porsonality characteristics of leaders and followers which are
related to high cr low productivity in formal organizations; (3) an examination of
the social situatior. as it relates to high or low productivity of leaders and
followers; and (L) an analysis of the impact of the introduction ef change in
organizational objectives or in the social structure upon the behavior of leaders
and followers,

A number of studies have already been completed which test hypotheses related
to all four of these problem areas, Some advances in research methodology have
been accomplished and new tools and techniques are being developed which we hope
will permit a more sophisticated approach to the problems under investigation,

The main orientation of our research program is bascd on a theoretical paper
prepared by Robert Tannentaum and Fred lassarik, provisionally called, "Leadership:
A Frame of Referenc:," Although not yet rcady for publication, this paper will

embody the key theoretical notions upon which our research is based,
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II, COLPIETED RESEARC!!

This soction will be treated from two points of view. Te will concern

ourselves with actual findings of various research studies that have been carried

on under this program, and will also repert what we hope to be the advances in

methodology and techniquecs

1,

The Efficiency Rating Study

(Reported in detail in thc 1952 Annual Technical Report; for references
see Fred Massarik, Irving R, Weschlcr and Robert Tannenbaum, "Evaluating
Efficiency Rating Systems Through Experiment," Persomnel Administration,
vol, 1L, no. 1, January, 1951, pp. L2-L7; and Irving R, Weschler; lobert
Tannenbaun and Fred Massarik, "Experimenting with Federal Efficiency
Ratings: A Case Study,?® Journal of Social Psychology, November, 1952.)

This study was the first of our efforts to examine the validity of
commcnly used criteria of performance., It represented an attempt to
analyze the discontent with wiiich the Federal Civil Service foiciency .
Rating system had been viewed in many quarters for some time, Specifically,
this investigation attempted to throw light on thc stability of efficiency
ratings under a scrics of systematically varied conditions. The major
findings included: (1) ®New experimental conditions® which facilitated

a moro private expression of opinion resulted in lower ratings than those
given under rcgular Civil Service conditions; (2) A "new experimental
rating form" exertcd some influence upon the ratirngs, ovut this influence
was smaller than the effect of the experimentally created rating condi-
tions; and (3) A slightly higher proportion of sub-professionals than
professionals were given lower ratings when the rosults were kept private,
Follow-up interviews and additional experimental studies were recommerded
as methods by which the nature of the shifts in ratings could be studied
more adequately, As a result of this study, our interest vas aroused in

cenVosamd
v

a more comprchensive analysis of the Lotal svalua
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The Corference of Rescarch Administrators

(Reported in Irving R, Weschler and Paula Brown (eds.), Bvaluating Research
and Development, University of California, Los Angeles, Institute of
Tndustrial Relations Publication, 1953.)

The field of research and development evaluation is extremcly complex and,
as yet, unorganized. We felt that a conference in which Yexperts™ could
discuss specific questions would lead to grester understanding of the
evaluation process, Therefore, in May, 1952, a group of leading research
administrators on the West Coast were called together for a one-day
conference to deal intensively with the following two major topics: (1)
now objectives for research groups are formulated; and (2) what factors
arc most relevant ia evaluating individual and group performance with
reference to the achievement of objectives, Within cach of these two
problem areas a number of guestions were raised to serve as agenda for
internsive small group discussions, These questions were:

A- 1. Where and how are project proposals typically made? (At what
level within the organization? Outside the organization?)

2+ What criteria (e.g., feasibility, profitability, mceting needs)
are used in selecting the projects to be carried out? What
specific evidence is there that the criteria which are used in
selecting projects are in fact the most appropriate?

3¢ In what respccts is the problem of defining objectives different
for basic research, applied research, development, and testing
activities? For individuals? For groups?

Ls What are the specifications which a statement of objectives should
include in order to ansyier the questions: What? Who? When?
VWhere? How?

S5« Vhy, in what respects, to what extent, and by whom arc objectives
modified during the coursc of the project? VWhat criteria are
used in reaching the dccision to modify or discontinue a project?
At what organizational level should the¢ decision be made?

B~ 1. lWhat kinds of individual and group performance (e.gs, rescarch
proposals, methodology, behavior, and products) are most useful
for purposes of evaiuation?




B- 2, What characteristics or attributes (e.g., for research provosals:
quantity, quality, fcasibility, etc.) of these performances should
be evaluated?

3. What specific tochnigues (c.gs, for feasibility of research
proposals: calculated-risk formvlae, ratings by consultants, ctc.)
ean be used to measure these characteristics?

Le How is the evaluation of individual and group performance affected
by such factors ass

(a) different types of prejects?

(b) the organizational level at which evaluation is made?

gc the compctence of the evaluator?

d) whether or not the evaluator is a member of the organization?

The discussions at the conference were transcribed, analyzed, cdited, and
published 2s a printed documcnt of annotated proceedings of 104 printed
pages. The proceedings consist of ten sections, Thesc are:

1ls Introduction to the Conference
(A description of the rationale belhind the confercnce, as wcll as the
rechanics of its organization, This section includes the agenda and
the roster of participants and discussion lecaders. )

2¢ My Point of View on the Evaluation of Research and Development, by
L M,K, Boelter, Decan, School of Engincering, UCIA
(A2 ecited transcript of the welcoming address by Dean 3oelter, )

3¢ Setting a Frame of Refercnce for the Evluation of Rescarch and
Development, by Robert Tannenbaum
(A statement of the pre-conference frame of reference of the Human
Relations Research Group, based on a review of the litcrature, as well
as on several interviews with research administrators.)

L The Conference Proceedings: An Annotated Discussion
(The transcripts of the seven discussion groups have been abstracted
and re-grouped to illstratc various topics covered and apnroaches to
the problems set for the conference.)

S+ A Preliminary Report on Further Research, by Verne Kallejian
(A description of an empirical study with two major objectivcs: (1)
to detormine what performance criteria superiors actually use in
evaluating the output of their units, and to determine what conditions,
if any, favor the use of one criterion againct another; and (2) to
determine the impact o1 interpersonal relations upon the rating
judgrents of superiors,)

6+ Appendix A: A Check-List of Individual and/or Group Performance-
(A list of characteristics of performance which can be evaluated,

and possible techniques tor ticir measvrements)
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7o Apoendix B: Suggested Questions for Afternoon Discussion
8+ Appendix C: Anonymous Evaluaticn of the Conference by the Conferees
9« Appendix D: Special Correspondence between R, Veller and R, Tannenbaum

10, A Sclected Bibliography

The Muiti-Relational Socicmetric Survey Technique, M.S.S.

(First reported in summary in the 1952 Annual lechnical Report; for a detailed
description see Irving R, Wecschler, Robert Tennenbaum and kugene Taltct, "A
New Managemeut Tccl: The Multi-Relational Sociometric Survey," Personnel,
July, 1952; and Fred Massarik, Robert Tannenbaum, Murray Kahane and Irving R,
Weschler, “Organizational Structure and Sociometric Choice:s A Multi-Relational
Approach,® Sutmitted for publication,)

These two articles describe a new survey technique vhich can provide
useful information through an znalysis of interpersonal relations in a formal
organizaticn. By means of this technique, two divisions of a local naval
re3earch laboratory were studied and contrasted,

Sociometric methods have proved effective for the study of group
structﬁre. The M,S5.S, is an extension of sociomctric methodology. Its
primary contribution is the inclusion of additionnl dimensions--relations and
activities--which make possible the construction of a number of indices which
can be related to varlous measures of cffective crganizational functioning,

Ae The Relations: The Me5,S, concorns itself with five interpersonal

relations: the prescribed, the perceived, the actual, the desired,

and the rejecteds This five-fold schema bridges the gap between the
formal blueprint, organizational realities, and affective interpersonal
patterns, The prescribed relations specify what is escentially the
formal organizational blueprint, The perceived relations a.e

concerned with personal views or ®perceptions® of the organizational

blueprint, The actual relations indicate actual interactions, as
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reported by the menbers of the organization, Th: desired and rejected
relations are equivalent to the customary sociometric Mattraction® and
"rerulsion” dinensions,

The Activitiess The 4,S,S. covers more than the typically small

munber of ®chcice criteria" customarily employed in sociometric
research, It consicers a wide 1ange of activivies which may be
catcgorized into Job-oricated, i.2,, primarily concerncd with the work
teak, and the nonjob-oriented, i.e., not essential to thc completion
of the work task, Examples of the former are¢ order-giving and
cfficiengy-rating, while examples of the latter are socializing after
werking hours and having lunch with others.,

The consideration of a wider variety of activities facilitotes
a more accurate specification of wnat actually takes place in formal
organizations. Nc organization has a single sociometric structuree-
rather, the structure varies with the several activities that
constitute its day-to-day operaticns,

The Irdices: Using data obtained from the reiations and activitvies,

a number of indices are constructeds, These indices provide informa-
tion on: (a) thc extent to which the organizatinonal blueprint is
understocd (indices of understanding); (b) the extent to which the
organizational blueprint is adhered "~ by the exsting interacti:ns
(indices of normative conformity); (c) the extent to which "idcal®,
desircd interaction patterns are actually realized In practice
(indices of affective conformity); (d) the extent to which actual
interaction patterns alsc are desired or rejected (indices of

satisfaction and dissatisfaction); (e¢) the xtent to which a pleasant
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emoti~nal feeling tone nredominatcs (indices of affcctive atmosphere);
and (f) the extent to which powers vested by the crganizationzl tlue-
print ere concertrated in a particular verson or group of persons
(indices of centralizaticn),

The various states of bzlance or imbaloance between affect,
reality, and organizational fiat may be expected to have implications
for prcductivity, morale and job satisfaction, Insofar as this is the
case, the indices may becone uscful as predictors of orgarizational

effectiveness,

Job Satisfaction, Productivity and Morale: A Case Study

{Reported in summary in the 1952 Annual Technical Report; for a detailed report
se2 Irving R, Weschler, Murray Kahane and Rrbert Tannenbaunm, "Job Satisfaction,
Productivity and Morale: . Case Study," Occupationsl Psychology, January,

1952, vol, 26, pps 1-l4; translated and reprinted in Tecuica ed Organizzazione,
Yay-June, 1952, ppe 73=79)

An attenpt was made to determmine the relationship betwecen job satisfaction,
perceived procductivity, and perceived morale in two comparable divisicns or 2a
locel raval research and development laboratory, One division was headed ty
& restrictive leader, and the other by a permissive leader. All persons in
becth divisions filled out questionnaires, and interviews were held with
administrative and key staff pecples The groups werc compared in terms of
their ratings oS the variables: Job satisfacticn; perceived productivity for
the work group, cdivision, and lgboratory; and pereceived morale for the work
group, civisiun, and laboratory, The subcrdinates of the permissively-lcd ‘
group nrovided higher ratings for all variables except perceivnd productivity,
WOTK group. -op management gave higher actual productivity ratings to the
restrictivcly~led division than to the permissively-led division, These
discrepancies in evaluation have becn partially explained in terms of communi-

cation failures,

-—
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Developing Sccial Sensitivity in Leaders
(A short article hy Fooert tannenvanu, Verne Kallejian, and Irving R, TMeschler,
To bec submitted for publication,)

This naper deals with the problem of imparcing sosial sensitivity skills
to leadaers of various levels within any given organizational units A new
approcch through leaderstip training is described which can be identified in
teims of two main characteristics: (1) The training sessicns arc conducted
with all the leaders vithin a given organizational unit attending at thc samc
times In industry, this night include tne department head, his livision heuds,
and their branch heads, In education, it might ccnsist of a supcrintendent,
his ascistants, and the various nembers of his staff., In a community agency,
the field supervisors night mect with tiic dircctor of the agency and his staff
assistants. (2) This training is clinically oricnted, that is, thc trainees
are given tne opporturity to develop interpersonal sensitivity rather than’
concerning themselves exclusively with kiiowledfeable materials, The grcup,
with tle help of the irainer, learns to identify distortions in inuterpersonal
perceptions, to develop srowing awareness of "self¥, and to acquire a bet.er
understanding and acceptance of the feelings and attitudes cf other individuals,

Thie paper discusses the problems of introducing a training program of this
kind, the role and functicns of the trainer, and finally, the implications and

advantages of training leadership-hierarchies in social sensitivity,

she Clinical Rating Study
{T> be submitted for publication under the title, "The Impact ¢f Interperscral
Relations on Ratinfs of Performance," by Verne Kallejian, Paula Brown, and

Irving R. Weschler, anc reported in brief in Section 5 of Evaluating Research
and Develozment, )

Tids erticle reports an eapirical study of the evaluaticn process as it
actually oce' 3 in a recscarch and development laboratory, The study concists

of two phases The first was intended to determine what characteristics of



performance superiors actually use in evaluating the outout of t: ..:r units,
and to determine what conditions, if any, favor the use of one characteristic
a3 against another, One departmen:. of the neval research and development
laboratory was studied, At the time of the investigation, this department
consisted of approximately L25 people, organized in five divisions, each of
which was subdivided inte four or five operating and independently functicning
branches. Soime of these branches were, in turn, subdivided into independently
functioning sections,

The superiors in this department rated the groups which they supervised in
terms of their over-all effootiveness of performance. Next, threy were asked to
state what criteria of perfurmance they used in arriving at these over-all
ratings, Then the raters were presented with a list of 17 specific character-
istics of performance (such as gereral technical competence of the personnel
in the group, communications within the group, administrative competence ol the
group leader, quantity of work accompl.ished, etc,), and asked to rate their
vnits again, independently, on each of these. A scale ranging from O (very
poor performance) Lo 10 (outstanding performance) was used. These ratings are
known &z the actual ratings. Finally, they indicated the importance they
attached to the 17 items,

The following findings emerged from this phase of the study. The
characteristics of performance which.superiors actually use in evaluating
groups they supervise can be readily grouped into four major categories:
output, skills, supervision, and group variables, Within each of these
categories, however, there appears little agreamcnt as to which specific itcms
are most important, The ratings on the 17 items show more agreccment as to the

irportance or lack of importance of ccrtain specific items. Superiors at all
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levels within the department placed emplasis on four iteme, i.e., gencral
technical competence of personnel in the group, proper utilization of the
personncl, techrical competence of the head, and effectiveness of the head as
a leader. There was a tendency to minimize the importance of such factors as
planning, scheduling, and certrol procedures, systematic work methods, potential
for group "growth", and conformity of the product to specifications, The
reliability of ratings, in those cases where two or more individuezls rated the
same groups on the 17 items, ranged from =,60 to +.94, This range was to be
expected in view of the lack of agreeament concerning the relative importano:
of specific characteristics in evaluating performancs, ard in view of the
difrerent interpretation of items, The effect of this divergence of attitudes

is also reflected in the lacli of agrecment with regard to the over-ail ratirgs

of performance in those cascs where two or morc superiors rated the identical
groups.

One division of the department which was studied in the first phase was
selzcted for further investigation in the second pheses This division
contained five branches, fcur of which had two or morc secctions, The design
of this second phase required a clinically trained interviewer to interview
members of subordinate groups with reference to topics related primarily to
interpersonal relations, The task of the interviewer, who had no previous
contact with the personnel of the division, was to predict the variocus

superiors'! actual ratings of their subor inate groups by talking only to their

subordinates, These predictive ratings were to be made for cver-all cffective-

ness of performance, as well as for all of the other 17 selected characteristics
of performance, In addition, the interviewer was also to make his cwn

evaluative ratings which were to reflect his personal impressions of the groups
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under cxamiratioi, The intervicwer was ablz to make predietive ratings which
were accurate significantl;” above chance, The article discusses in dotail.the
clues which the interviewer used in maxdng his vvaluations ard predictions,
Thie conclusion was drasn that ratings of performance are influecnced by four
major variables:

First, the actual performance, that is, the degree of attairuent of
individual or group otjectives, With our present dcgrce »f sophistication,
little progress has been made to obtain objective, valid measures of this
variable,

dccond, the pcrsonalityr characteristics of the rater, that is, those
attitudes and needs ol an individual which influence the way in which he sces
hiaself and respends tc the world around him, In the rating situation, these
attitudes and necds lnrgely determine the manner in which he relates to and
evaluates individuals, groups and procducts in his orgamizavion, As far as tne
impact of these personality characteristics on the evaluation process is
concerned, a skilled observer should bec ablc to account in part for the exuvent
to which they influence any given rater's judgmenuis,

Tnird, the situational setting, that is, the typc of organization in which
the work is performed, the kinds of individusls making up the organizaticn;
and the kinds of relationships which exist among peovple in job and norjot-
oriented activities, 4gain, a skilled observer should be able to determire the
impact of the situational setting upon any given rater's julgments,

Fourth, the rating requirements themselves, that is, the types of rating
judgements which the raters are asked to make, Individuals differ in the
relative ease with which they ere able to make varying types of rating

Judgments; for instance, some people are quitc able to formulatc judgments




Te

12

with regard to material objects, while expuricncing; difficulties in their
vnderstanding and cvaluation of other pcople, while cthers respond in the
opposite vaye. A sldlled interviewer shnuld be gblie tc determine the kinds of

rating judgments whicii a particular individual can makec most easily,

The Scientitic Attitude Study

{Approved as a doctorai dissertation in the Depertment of Psycrology, UCLA,
urder the title, "The Relationship Bstween the Attitudes of Scientific Pescarch
Worrers Tovard the Components of Scientific Work aid Their Performance Rating,®
by Nerman Eenderson.,)

This study attempted to answer two questions: {1) Does thz degree of
similarity of attitudes between rater and ratee tovwards the coaponents of the
scientific process correlate with the performance rating? (2) Dues the dogree
of intensity of attitude towards the different components of scientific
research correlate with self ratings of performance?

A large aircraft manufacturing and research organization was chosen as
the place from which to gather the data, lerec, only those subjects whc were
workaing on projects which were the nost theorcotical and scientific in
character were selected for the studys, Thesc people wer: woil acqueinted with
the processes of experimental research, They were cither scientists or
engineers,

Three measuring instruments were developed and presented to tlese
scientistss (1) An attitude scale to measure the attitudes of sciertific
research workers tcward some of the components of the scicntific research
process; (2) A self rating scale; (3) A supervisor-subordinats rating scales
Except for verb changes, each scalc was made up of identicalitems. Then, a
reilability check of the attitude scale and of the rating form was nadc. <h
of these instruments appeared to have enough reliability to justify their use
in order to test the hypotheses involved in tnis etudy,
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The hyrothesis that there is a relatiznsidp between the eimilurity in
attitude and performance rating appears to be cubstontiated by a coefficient
of correletion of .23 between the average similarity of attitude znd the
average rating. This low correlation plus other results indicate that thi;
relationship may not be universal, but may actually vary from itcm to item,

The second hypothesis, namely that there is a relationship Letween the
attitudes toward the procedures used in performing scientific research and self
ratirg is definitely established by the results of this study, The correlation
betreen these avtitudes and ratings is positive and significeat in each instance,
Sowever, nonc of the covefficients of correlation between attitude and self
rating is high encugh to exclude all other factors from affecting rating,

When the similarity between supervisors' and subordinates! attitudes are
correlated with supervisor ratings, the results show a relationship on =ome of
the itums, Thus, the s@udy indicates that an attitude scale cculd be
ccnstructed which could, to somec degrec, predict supervicor ratings,

The present study has cumplcted a few preliminary steps in deovelopirng a
rep:rescntative sample of reliable items from Flanagan's "Check List of

Critical Requircments for Research,"



III, HESEARCE' 1N PROGRESS

The studies described in this section are at different stages of completicn,

Some will be submitted for publication within a few wurnuths, while others are just

in the rreliminary planning chases and may not be completed for over a jear,

1.

The Social Syster of s Lahoratory
hic study, directed by Panla Rrown, has been under way since the summer

of 19520 )
In the past few monthe, this study has been clarified and divided irto

two parts: (a) status and prestige, and(b) sccial ctructure and social change,
Ivo features of *‘he research setting served to frame the study and puint to
specific areas for fruitfual investigation: (1) it is a civil servicc
organizationr urder military supervision; specifically, one department of a
local naval research and devolomment station; (2) ib is a laboratery
compused of scienticts, tcochnieal specialists, and supporting perscnnel, in

which the requiremont of specialized training controls the choice of personnel,

Onc part of ths social study is concerned with socia) distinctions:

status and prestipes The hypotheses of this rart of the study were derived:

(a) from a concept of the function of status and prestige in intevpcrsonal
influence, (b) from the general study of the social system of the laboratcry,
and (c) from a review of current work in the cocial sciences on stratitication,
In cur interviews and observations it appeared that, while the formal
statis system is relatively rigid, prestige (esteem, respect, etc.) is more
variable and more fluid, Hc.have uscd 8 our definition nf cstatus, "a position
in a sys*em involving rights, duties, amd cxpected behavior;® e have defined

prcstige as Mthe respect accorded an individiual by others.® The gystems of
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status ana prestige are not indcpendent; a person may hnve peastige Lecause
of hds position, and the prestige-giving characteristics may contribute to a
status, However, those sources of influerce which are explicitly prescribed
by the organization and accepted by its members (status) can bhe distinguisied
from those aricsing from attiiudes and values of the members which are aot
prescribed but operate for the whole organizetion, for groups or for
irdividuals (prestige). There are several areas of interest in this part of
the study.

As Value Systems With Regard to Status and Prestige: The 3ncial

distinctions which are boing studied have been grouped according to

this dichotomy:

(1) Organizationally defined status systems which provide clear-cut
distinctions: civil service grade, salary, the supervisory
hierarchy,

(2) Prestige values which are held by the members: educaticnal
level attained, seniority in the group, technical specialty,
research vs, development work, reputation in the professional
field, attaimments within the laboratory, respcnsibility for

projects, possession of useful infcrmation,

Each of these factors can be considered as criterion of ctatus
or prestige, The importance attached to these criteria is a measure
of the "value system" of the individuals, groups, and the oréanizatioa
with regard to social distinctions, 8ome hypothescs concernirg the
importance of the status and prestige crileris are: ‘
(1) Although each of thesc may be of importance to some people,

they will not be of equal importiance,
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(2) Thewre vAll bo some agreemert as to the important criteric
throughcut the laboratory,

(3) There will be greater agreement as to the important criteria
among: (a) cperating groups, (b) status groups (e.gs, branch
heads, (S-9s), and (c) spacialists (e.,g,, mathematiciars,
draftsmen) than in the laboratory as a wholg,

(L) The significance cf any given status or prestige criterion vill
vary with the activities (e¢.ge, problem sulving, tusting,
administration) with which the individuals are ccnccrned,

As yet, no specific techniques have becn selzcted for testing
these hypotheses, Open-ended questious, forced-choice gquestions and

scaling mcthods arc under consideration,

Mutual Perceptions of Status and Prestige: We plan to use a modified

sociomastric method in which individuals will checose or rank taeir
work=fcllowa and themselves with repard tc a number cf criterin, For
example, questicns would refer to technical ability, contributicn of
ideas, greferences as to work partners, influence on group morale,
otc, One problem of interest is the relatior belwren scales: the
extent to which an individual who is high on one scale is also righ
on others; clusters of closely related scales; th: componcnes of ar
Wover-zll" status or prestige ranking, We are interestced in the
perceptions of individuals as to their status and prectige n the
organization and the variables related to this. The data oa mutual
perceptions will also be analyzzd with rzlaticn {5 the Mwalue systen”

for social distincticns: an indivicdual's accuracy cf rercentinn
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and agrecment with his fellows as to the status ard rrestige of
individuals is, we belicve,; related to agreements as to the value

system and tc saticfacticn with nis own position,

Ce The Rclation Betwcen Attitudes Toward Social Distinctiors and

Savisfaction with the Orpanization: Some hLynutheses conecrning thgse
reletions are: If an individuzl is satisficd with his ovn positicn,
hc will b»e satisfied vith his ce-werkers and superior; If a person
feels that the organization's values concernirg status and prestige
are different from hiz own values, he ill be dissestisficd vivh nis
orn status and prestige as related to his co-workers and superioro.
at present, ow efforts arc directed toward specificaticn of the
problems and hypotheses, and designing the instruents, ¥e hone tc
admirister a preliininary questiornaire U, a selccted sample of the
department within the next month, The full investigation will folilow

analysis or tliese results,

The sccond part of the social study, that of social stivciure an¢ social

change, has been‘under way fur several months, The data consist of orgarizc-
tional dozuments, interviers with loboratory personnel, ard obscrvations of
group meetings and of informal discussions, Periodic sumarica of rolcvant
material heve becn mades The plan of this rescarch is tu continue interviews
and observations as long as possible into the future; such a cortinuing stuly
of a changing organization should yield much valuable data on processes of .

social change in organizations,
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Several knds of chaage arc oceurring simultaneously in tue leboratcery:

(1) Organizational chenge: shiftz in the status or groups in the
hierarchical structure, formaticn of new groups, dissoluticn of
groups, recomdbination of groups, etc,

(?) Spatiel change: the moving of desks and nffices.

(3) Functional change: modification of objectives and resp:snsibilities
of groups and individuals,

() Individual chznge: promotions, scparations, transfers,

Such changes take place in 21l organizaticns, but the pace in this laboratery
18 excoptionully high, and we have an excellcit opportunity to observe theu,
As much data as secms feasible vill be gathered bofore a final write-up i3

rade for this research,

Sccial Sensitivity in Partidipative Discussion Groups
{Ti*1el in previous reports, "Empathic Understanding in Effective Group
Leadership", a atudy by Verne Kallejian, to bte completed by Summer, 1953)

It is generally assumed that effectiveness in inter;yersonzl relations is
scmel.ow related to a phenomenon which has been variously labeled "empatig,®
"social perception,™ and "social sensitivity.? This assumption has been
subjected tq numerous experimental investigations which have yielded coaflict-
irg results,

This stuly was designed to consider further thrce aspccts of the general
problem, as follows:

(1) To identify and measure some of the situational and interpersonal
correlates of social sonsitivity in smell discussion gzoups.

(2) To investigate the relationship between social cencitivity ond
effectivc group leadership,

(3) To evaluate the cifect of training on social sensilivilye

e T P S
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Two standurdized scalcs and a pre-tested instrurent were administered o

the delegates and staff of the first Western Training Laboratory in Groun

Devclopment at Idvllwild, California, in August, 1952, Theso instrumecnts ware

adninistcred before and after the training period to all perticipants in the

trainirg groups (T groups). The basic instrument consists of a set of 32 items

gselected from two pre~testa. These items sample various aspects of interoer-

sonal activity in discussion groups, Each subject wes reguired to respond to

thece itans in accordance with feur different sets of directions, as follows:

(1)

(2)

(3)

()

Affective Evaluation - The subject responds to each item with a
nunber from one to five to indicate the extent to which he rezcts
faverably or unfavoradly to the behavior iadicated by the item,

Self Descrivtion - The subjcct indicates the extent to which ne reels
that cach itam is descriptive of his owa 'personality,.”

Social Scnsitivity - The subject sclects tlrec individucls from his

group in the order in which hLec telicves that he son predict their
tehevior. ic then attempts to predict their respenses {seif
descriptions) on thesc items,

Parcention of Authority - Thec subject indicates the extent to which
he te2ls that each item descrioes the group leader. The grouo
leader's task on this portior of the instrument is to precdict the
distribution of the group's responses.

Forr the measurcs obtained in (2), (3), and (L), responses were forceod

into a normal distributicui. adzpting the #Q" sort technique to a paper and

pencil irnstruments In the second administration of (3), each judse was asked

to rctain two of the individuals whom he had selected in the first administra-

tion and was given the option c¢f selecting a different third person if h3 s»

desired,

These threc individuals were then ranked in the order in which tho

judgo felt that he understood them and the task for part (3) completed, The

following additionzl infcrmation was also ottained:

Sociomriric choices - A series of sociometric questions relating to

group statuve, interpersonal atbraction, ard group productivity were

ccapletcd by each subjecu,
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oJocial atiitudes - MNoasures of autheritarian perscnality characteristics

and its variants were obtained by the "F' scalz, the Chicago Inventory
(Form T), and an "Aititudes toward Participative Groups" scele, developed

for this stuldy,

Situationsl =nd Interpersonal Correlates of Social Sersitivity: In thir orase

. — A— — ——  —— S —— S —— — ——— ——

of the study, the hypothesis being tested wes that scocinl sensitivity is a
fuaction of the situation and the interpersonal relationships beiwean
individuals, rather than a trait or skill porsessed in given quantitics by
i flerent individuals,

(L) Indicec of sceizal censitivity werc obtained in the zonverticaal
manner by correlating thc judges!' predictions with the actual self
ratings of the subjecl, These "R's" were converted to "ZW sconres
{or fuarther computatiors,

(2) Situational variables considered were: (a) grouc norms, (b) socio-
retric cheices, and (o) similarities and differcnces beiween jrdge
and subject with rcspcet to social attitudes, self descriptionc, and
rigiditiec in perception, i.e., consistencies in perception withir
one cdministration and between administrations,

The basic relationships are currently becing evaluated by comparing th2

vericus medsures within a given administration of the ianstruments and by
sorrelating the concomitant changes which occurred as a result of training,.

Reliatle changes in accuracy of interperscnal judgments can be correlatzd vith

the hypotnesized chenges in the cther variables being studied,

Social Sensitivity and Effective Group Leadership: The otjective of the

experimental conditions, i.e., the training period, wns to produce chanzes ir
3ociel perccption and to “improve" the accuracy of interpersonal judgmcats,
'ive training groups wore usced, In this phasc of ihe study, a neacwc of group
effectiveness was obtained by considering the over—-all changes in social

sensitivity and ir social attitudes (i.,e., the "F", "Chicag:z", ani "rcup
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attitude" scores)., Changes in these variable~ are now teing analyzed in
their relaticn to indicators of leadership behavior, These indicators
include: (a) the social sensitivity of the leader, as defined above, (b)
the accuracy with which the group leader predicted his effect upon group

memters with recpect to the 32 items, and (c) socicmetric indices of the

dieader's effect on the group.

Fvaluation of the Effect of Training on Social Sensitivity: In this phasc of

the study an attempt was made to evaluate the effects of training on inter-
personal skills, i.es, tc evaluate the impact of the group experience ou social
sensitivity as defined by the various measures in this designs The follewing
opecific problems were also investigated:

(1) What are the initial characteristics of those individuals who dis-

rlay the greatest changes in interpersonal skills and social
atiitudes?

(2) What are the characteristics of those individuals whc show miridmal
change as a result of intensive training?

{3) For both of these categories of individuals, what arc the concomi-
tant changes in:
a, affective evaluation
b, self description
c. perception of the leader

ds 8ociometric choicc by others in the growp
e, selection oy others in thc group as individual "best understood"?

This portion of the research was exploratory in nature and is providing soms
useful cues for {urther research,

The first phase of the study is nearing complctinn, It will be subuitied
as a Fh,D, dissertation and will shortly thereafter appear in the U terature,
Its results are in general accord with the hypothesis &s stated above, A

preliminary analysis of the data from the second phase indicates that tho

e AL nd AamAsin + Loer
DVUULDUW vV MY AaVe




3.

22

effective lcadorship, Further analysis of the data for tne sccond and third
rhases is currently under way and the results will aiso be reported in the
litera*ture,

The over-all objective of our researcn program is to isolatc factors
associated wﬂth.cffective leadership, This study contributes to this objective
in several ways., Its mothodology appears to be promising, particglarly for

use in the applied setting in which future work will be performed.

<he Function of Flexibility in Leadership
\A project, planned as a Ph.,D. dissertation, by Armold S. Gebel)

Effective leaders arc gaonerallythought to exhibit greater flexibility
with regard to their perception of self, others, and enviromment than do
ineffective leaders. This study, as projected, secks to clarify the relation-
ships among the foregoing and to determine their relevance to leadership
behavior aind potential, We are also interested in analyzing the perscnality
characteristice of individvals who can be differentiated along the flexibility
dimension, At the present time the study is plannuq in two major phases,
euch with distinct methodologies and field settings,

Phage I: This phase will be primarily conccrncd with an understanding of
the rclationship between the flexibility characteristics of leaders ancé
fcllowers to scientific productivity., Flexibility has tentatively teen
defined as the ®ability o have differential role pcrceptions frr cach indi-
vidual arnd to modify behavior appropriately from individual to individual,"

A number of iypotheses are now being developed which exemplify our

definition of flexdbility in terms of perceptual and behavioral response,
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As Tnc pcrscn wvith a number of personaiity eonflicts =will
a, perceive usual nonthreatening situations and persons as stressful

be perceive ego threatening situations cr persons with a preportion-
~ately greater threat to the seif than will ths more securu poreon

Ce have a smaller behavioral repertory because >f the perceived thrcat
de select a behavioral respense on the basis of expediercyv
Bs In certain instanccs, thc possible bohavioral responses may be plazed

on a continuun ranging from erratic, through flexible, to rigid,

Scaling devices and other lesser known techniques, such as iypothetical
questicns, elcs, will probably be used, The criteria for scientific prcduc-
tivity are now emerging from the criterion study vhich has been described

elsewhere,

Plhase II: The sccond phase of the flexdibility study will be corducted at
thz Wastern Training Laboratory in Group Development in August, .953, We
ghall be conrerned with the relation of flexibility, as a personality variatile,
to leacdership poteatial and amesnability to leadership trcininge A bpasic
personality picture for eacn of the participants will be derived, Predictions
vill be made with regard to each person's leadership potential and changes wiil
be noted which take place during *training, These charges will be interpreted
in the light of initial and terminal flexibility mcasures. It is hoped tnat
the results will lend themselves to the development of better insuvrumenis rer
the selectioa of leadership trainees as well as for the development of ncw
insights into the process of leadership training.

Ingtruments have not as yet been designed for this study, Some projective

techniques, such as the Levy Movement Blots, are being corsidered and a2l

probably constitute the major instrumenis for this inguirye
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Human Ocgand zations Fesearch Faces Industry

(At the 1952 mceting of thc American Acscciation for the Advancemant of Scierce,
a paper was prcsented by Fred Massarik before Section H, Anthropclogy, entitled,
"Human Organizetions Research Faces Industry: an Exercise in the Publc
R3lations of Science." This paper is to be revived and published under the
Juint aathorship of Mr, Massarik and Paula Brcwn,)

Thas article will be concerned wiilh the protlms irvolving outside
firancing encountered by a social scientist who wi;hes to carry cat ®ucc"”
rasearch ratter than to co rescarch for managcment. Tae attituldes of manageo-

ment toward such research can be characleriizsd as resistance “o change, The

recearcher may be viewed by the manager as a pctential threat to the organi-

zational equilibrium rather than as a potential aid, The valuc systems held ty

sorial srientist ard those held by manager may conflict,

When approached by sccial scientists desiring to use thei:» organization
for social research purposes, managers may ask:

A, Will a study mean trouble?

3. %Will a study mean expenses?

Ce Will a sbtudy benefit the orgenization?

D. What will happen to the findings?

If these explicii questioins are satisfactorily answered, the manasger mav
sti1l have doubts and fears, such as:

A. Can the scientific method be applied to soclal phenowena?

B, Vill a study show management in a bad light?

C. Jus® who is behind the study? .

If social scientists wish to havc.access to all kinds of organizatioans,
end not only those with "enlightened® or acquiescent management, thece conflicts
in value must be faced and resolveds Several things can be done to facilitate

rapport bstween social scientists and maunagers:
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A. Social scientisvs and managers should learn morz abovt cach others!
vaiue systeas, A part of the scciel scientist's ivork is learadng
the values of other sections of the nopulation,,but the managers do
rot have cimilar strong motives t> loarn about the values of
scientists,;

B. The social scientist. must seek to answer clearly; realistica’ly, anc
honestly tha questicns posed by thc managerc. He must cxplair his
values to the managers,

Coe Community relaticns programs, involving university anc industry,
oecasionally might coacern themselves with the tonic of univercity-
industry cooperation in social research,

The burden of these actions lies with the social scientist, as it is

nainly in his interest that the studics are carried ovt,

The Criterion Problem

Throughout the develorment of our work, we have iven considcrable
thought to the problem of finding criteria of elfectivencess against which we
could valicate our hypotheses on leadership, group functioning, individucl
znd team oroductivity, morale, job satisfaction, and the like, These effcris

leve been described in detail in Section II of this rcport,s The problem i3

tvofold: (1) estatlishing relevant criteria of performance, and (2) evaiuating

verformance with respect to the criteria, As yet, we are far from satisfied
with the progress that has been made by us and by others with regird to this
crucial probi7m. Ratings of performance, with regard to both individual and
group cfforts, are still largely dependent upon csubjective judgnents, and
even the isolation of the personality variables responsibie lor variatiocns in
sutjactive Judgmént does not much improve the situation,

Cur Conference Proceedinga on "Evaluating Research and Devalopnent®
cortain, in an appendix, a checklist for the cvaluation of individual anl/or

grcup performance with reference to organizational objectivess Thie checklust
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provides soue useful hints with regard tc the kincs ~f performance (csjectives)
end their characteristics which can be evaluated, and also suggests specific
techniques for measuring these choracteristics, 1t is our hope tc be arie,
ducring the coming year, to expand this checklist and to test the validity «f
these measuring techniques wherever possible, For example, techaiques such

as the M"eritical incident® method or commvridcation distortien tests ere

currently being concicered for further investigation,
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IV, _THE HUMAM WELATIONS RESEARCK GRO'

The Human Relaticns Researcn Oroup, an interdisciplinary team, is
campcsed of peovle who have had advanced acadenic trairing ard experience in tre
fields of industrial relations, cconamics, psychology, sociolozy, and anthrcpology.
The processes of research design and ex-cution, interpretation of rosults, and
wriving of reports are carried out by means of group conferences. Each menber
fvlir participates in all phases of the worke. "Thus, eaci: mumber's lkowliedge and
evperience are brought tc bear on all problems, and cach increases hus competerce
ac a social scieatist through his interaction with the others, Currentiy, tae
nwbers of the Group are:

Robert Tarnenbaum, Prcject Director; A.B, (Busincss hdministration), M.Bea.
(Accounting), Ph,D, (Persomnel Mansgenent and Industrial Relations),
University of Chicagos

aAssociate Professor, Personnel Management and Industrial Relations, Schocl
of Business Administration,
acscciate Research Economist, Institute of Industrial Relations,

(Part time, 9/1/51 to present),

lrving R, Weschler, Assistant Project Director; BeB.A, (Industriel Manage-
ment) City College of New York, M,A. (Vocatinnal Guidance) Columbia
University, PheD. (Psychology) University of California, Los Angeles.
asgistant Professor, Personnel Management and Industrial Relations, School
of Busire~s Acdministration, '
Acsistant Research Psychologist, Institute of Industrial Relations,

(Fart time, 9/1/51_to present).

Paula Brown; B,ae, M,a, (Anthropoisgy) University cf Chicago, Fh,D. (Social
_‘E\t}mopolows University of Londecn .
Jwnior Research Anthropolog;istS Institute of Irdusirial Relations,

(Full time, 1/16/52 to present

Fred Massarik; Be.A. (Psychology), li,A. (Sociology) University of California,
Los angeles,
Graduate Student,
draduate Research Psycholegist=Sociclogist, Institute of Industrial

Relations »
(Part time, 9/1/51 to 11/12/51; and 6/1/52 tu present),

Verne Xallejian; Bsa. (Peychology), Me As (Psychology) University of
alirornia, Los dngeles,

Graduate Student,
Graduate Research Assistant, Institute of Industrial Relstions,

(Part time, 12/10/51 to present),




Arnolid Gebel; A.B, (Psychology) University cf California, Los Angeles,
Weie (Psycholcgy) Leuiciana State University,
Graduate Studeat,
Graduate Research hssistant, Institutc of Industriesl Relations,
(Fast *ime 9/15/52 to present),

Geutrude Peterson; B.A, (Socislogy) University of Wachirgten,
Uraduatc Student, ’
Craduatc Research Assistant, Institute of Industrial Relatiuns,
(fart tinme, 9,/15/52 to presecnt).

Lois Smallwiod, Secrotary
TOull tine, 9/8/52 to present),

/s/ Robert Tanrenbaum,
Responsible Investigator
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